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Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-14S0 

Sir: 

In response to the Examiner*s Answer dated March 28^ 2006, Applicant files this 
Reply Brief in accordance with 37 C JJl. § 41.41. 

AUTHORIZA TION TO DEBIT ACCOUNT 
It is believed that no extensions of time or fees are required, beyond those that 
may otherwise be provided for in docimiaits accompanying this paper. However, in the 
event that additional extrasions of time are necessary to allow consideration of Ihia paper, 
such extensions are hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § L 136(a), and any fees required 
(indudins fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company's deposit account no. 08-2025. 
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ll£ply Brief 

ARGUMENT 

Claim Interpretatioii 

Claim interpretation is a primary issue in this appeal. Th6 Examiner and Applicant 
strongly disagree on how claims and art should be oonstnied disring examinatioii of a 
patent application. Applicant uses claim 1 as an example and phrases the issue as follows: 

If an independent claim is directed to ''an*" apparatus that comprises 
three elements (a network interface, a client, and a video display driver), 
can the Examiner pick and choose unrelated elements fit»n multiple 
disparate computing devices in a large computing system to show the 
elements of an ^paratus and rejert the iodependent claim under 35 USC 
§102? 

Applicant argues that the answer to this issue is '"no." Applicant further argues that 
the Bxaminer is not properly interpreting the reference (DeNicola) and the claims in order 
to reject the claims. 

Claim 1 redt^ * W apparatus (i.e.^ ''an*' ad^ter) that contains three elements (a 
network interface, a client, and a video display driver). Applicant's FIO. 1 shows an 
adapter 10 conxprising a network interface 28, a client 22, and a video display driver 24. 
The Office Action cites elements in multiple disparate computing devices in a large 
computer system to allegedly shown ttiis adapter and its three claim dements. For 
instance, in order to reject the first claim element (network interface), the Office Action 
dtes DeNicola at coL 10. line 65 - col, 1 1, line 4 and figure 4, This section of DcNicoIa 
teaches a web server system 26 that includes a Web site intei&ce. Next, in order to rcrject 
the second claim clemoit (dient), the Office Action cites DeNicola at col. 1 1 lities 34-41, 
This section of DeNicola teaches that students can use a computer to take exams* 
download class workbooks, and obtain objects such as archived video files. Lastly, in 
order to reject the third daim element (video display driver), the Office Action cites 
DeNicola at col, 8, lines 30-55 and coL 9, lines 3-15. These sections of DeNicola teach a 
complex communication link 23 (see FIG. 2) having many inverse multipliers 60 
(IMUXs), a tel^hone company 58, a netwozk relay bridging company 58, etc 
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The Examiner is picking and choosing unrelated elmients from multiple dispanite 
computing devicra in a large computing system to show the elements of an apparatus and 
reject the claims under 3S USC § 102. Applicant respectfiilly asks the Board of Appeals 
to review FIG. 2 of DeNicola. tn ord^ to reject the first claim element (network 
inter&oe)» the Examiner dtes a web site inta:&ce in web server system 26. By oontrast> 
in order to rcgect the second dann element (client), the Examiner cites students at remote 
locations 24 interacting with a computer 66. By further contrast, in order to reject the 
third element (video display diiver)» the Examiner cit^ the large and complex 
communication link 23. 

Claim 1 recites an apparatus (i,e.» an adapter). This adapter has three elements. 
Nowhere does DeNicola teach an apparatus that comprises these three claim elements 
and the associated recitations cited in the claim. 

For at least these reasons^ Applicant r^ect&Uy asks the Board of Appeals to 
reverse the rejections under 35 USC § 102. 

Ej^MPincr Chanpng AWP^t? Aftey Issuance of PM QA 

The assignee of record (Hewlett-Packard, Co.) has spent significant time and 
money responding to arguments in several office sctions. The Examiner, however, has 
changed these arguments in the Examiner's Answer Brief Spedfically, in the Office 
Actions dated 10/21/2004 and 4/20/200S, the Fvflivtitiftr rejected the **client element** in 
hidq>cndent daims 1 and 17 with the following rejections: 

a dient, operatively assodated with the netwoik interface, said 
client receiving data from the network interface and producing a 
data signal (see col. 1 1 lines 34^1 DeNicola discloses students 
interaction with tihe Web site). 

Iliis citation constitutes the entire rejection that the Exaoilner ever offered in 
rejecting the ^^dient element** £br independent claim 1 and 17. Now, for the first time in 
the Examiner's Answer Brie^ the Examiner is providixxg new arguments with respect to 
Hie "client element" Now, the Examiner argues 'diat student workstations are to be 
interpreted as the recited Mioit dement** (see Bxaminer's Answer at p. 12). 
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Regardless of the various positions of the Examiner, Aj>plicaz]t respectfully argues 
thfit nowhere whatsoever does DeNicola teach an apparatus that contains three elements 
of a network interface^ a client^ and a video display driver. In fact, the Examiner's latest 
arguments (i.e., that the claimed ''dient element* is a student woikstation) actually 
support Applicant's position: The Examiner is combining unrelated elements from 
multiple disparate computing devices to refect the claims under section 102. The 
Examiner picks one element from a student workstation* another element from a server 
system, and another element from a complex communications link. This piecemeal 
construction of uzirelated elements is improper under 35 USC 102. 

For at least these reasons. Applicant respectfidly asks the Board of Appeals to 
reverse the rejections under 3S USC § 102. 




CERTIFICATE TJNDER 37 C.F.R, 1.8 
The undersigned hcndby cmtifles that tbi9 paper or p^m, as describe^-^^^^i^ i^ bt&ng transmitted to the United Ststeft 
PfltcQt and Tiademark OfHoe ftcfflxnile number 57 1>273-S3Q|3^ this .^d^gfvl day of May^2006* 
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